through the contribution of thousands of faculty members who have

/"7) .

'l ~ - . - - - - -
been recruited by the Ontartio universities, from non-Ontario univer-
1 Unt

=

sity staffs or graduate students as well as from within the Ontario

e e - ——— — e = — e e ————

- » y !

system. The universities have managed effectively to deal with

unprecedented growth; they have maintained and improved academic
’

.

quality; théy have expanded a nriched the range of opportunities
’ : N .

for the people-o% On

-

o; they have hqnohred the objective of
« .
improving acge€sibility to unfvgrsity education; they have con-

v L S

sulted and cooperated with each other and with the government of

»”

( - .
Ontario;;:fégy/ﬁéve introduced greater openness into the conduct

of theif affairs. ) N -

€

While there is still much 'room for impfovgmgnt, the citizens of
- ; 4 ¢ ‘
this province have a right to be proud of what has been accomplished

through the generous contribution of public funds, provinéial and

federal. -

8/ .

, , . ®
No one questions the fact that the increases in student numbers and
in public funds should not be maintained indefinitely at the rate

of the last ten years.. This has become more andmore clear‘as Epe
: 4]

.strains on provincial finances have increased, and.the clamour for ,

.

scarce rengrces has become louder. But the end of the unprecedented

period of growth came upon }he'universities shortly after the turn of
the decade in a sudden and’unexbecﬁed fashion. The rate of increase
¢ . !
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In December', 1974, the Council of Ont 10 Unlver31t1es resolved

S

o to establish a Special Committee to As'seés*-‘Un}}rer'sity Policies
and Plans. This decisidn arose.out of a deep.ly.felt sense of

' \ crisis- in the universities dver the reconciliation of the "needs

Lo of .2 high-quali ty {lnlversrty system and the apparent financial

- .

capab%ll’ty of the pronce. ’ . C.

s reviewed extenswely in the uaneI“Sl‘tleS, follow-
- A , .

J.ng wh:Lc the report went through several more drafts. At its

g on Apml 2, 1978, the Counc1l gave final appr'oval/to the‘

‘e
.

rt, which contains recommenéations to the universities, the

e. topic of- lgng—range.pl‘anning e thq'l \iniversity -

- 1 R
- 3 N
The éounci; has decided to transmit ’chis';@report to the

N

John B. Macdonald . : .
"Executlve Director '

’ . . «
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, Report frop the Special Committee t -
Assems University Policies &pd Plans

s

« N ~ - - —— e e

Intyoduction * - Tt T T T e s e
. . * . o . \ .
‘The terms of reference for the Special Committee were: -
-4
To assess the goals, policies and plans of the Qntario
university system for the remainder of the 1970's and ..
the 1980's in the light of the competing govermméntal *
< . priorities, possible findncial prospects and the antici-
. patedinumbers of qualified students.

>

The Special Committee dedided to limit ftself to matters of - high
priority éequiging province-wide policies. In particular, the
Committee has concentrated on making recommendations to producé

T

effects in the next several years which would prevent the system

from deteriorating any furthé® while more fundamental re-orienta-
- ‘ . e

tions, if they are required, can be seriously considered and
N \ B *

:

decided upon. ,
- & . N - . * .
‘The Moment of Truth for the Ontario Universities

*
S

IS\?ntario, the government and the universities jointly entered an,

expansionary partnership during the sixtiés which broﬁght about

‘
the creation of new uriversities and the expansion of established

, ones, Maﬁy new programmes were initiated, and a fourfold increase

in eprolment was accommodatedv The universities have substantially
‘s . . . N
* improved the existing undergraduate and graduate programies and
- ' 14 :

developed new ones; some of thgse programmes.havé reached inter-

. ‘
N ’

- national standards and reputation. This has been done primarily

’




through the contribution of thousands of faculty members who have
/"7} * .

{. L . . .. . .
been recruited by the Ontar®io universities, from non-Ontario univer-
(74 N -

.=

sity staffs or graduate students as well as from within the Ontario

o e e P P U \ — ——

system. The universities have managed effectively to deal with

unprecedented growth; they have maintained and improved academic
’

~

qualitys they have expanded a nriched the range of opportunities

for the people-o% On

-

0; they have honoured the objective of
s -,

- ’ . -
‘

improving acge€sibility to unfvgrsfty education; they hgbe con-

) o . .

_sulted and cooperated with each other and with the(government of .

P

Onfario;:ggégy/ﬁéve introduced greater openness into the conduct
7 - .
of their affairs. ' . -

€

While there is still much 'room for impﬁovgment, the citizens of
- . - $ ‘
this province have a right to be proud of what has been accomplished

through the generous contribution of public funds, provinéial and

federal. -

6/ :

. W
No one questions the fact that the increases in student numbers and

. : ‘

in pﬁblic funds should not be maintained indefinitely at the rate

of the last ten years.. This has become more and @more clearas &Pe

4

.strains on provincial finarices have increased, and.the clamour for .

scarce rengrces has become louder. But the end of the unprecedented

period of growth came upon ‘the universities shortly after the turn of
the decade in a sudden and unexpected fashion. The rate of increase
4
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in enrolment droppéd dramatically, and at .the same time the BIU -
- ) Q: . .

value (which represents unit revenue’ was increased substantially

S

. ’ -
less than the rate of inflation. Each year, from 1972~73 thraough

‘1975 76,, the B has increased by values several percentage points

. © +
“ —_—

1
below 1nr1at10nary cost increases.” -

. .

” .
.

-

[

The cumulative effectsvof these annual decisions of tlre provincial
4
. . <

government (along with limitations on cost-sharing amounts from

the federal govennment) have-now brought the universities to the
. P
moment of truth at whigh they must seriously consider whether they

can dafford to continue to pursue existing goals, which have guided -

the universities as they have sought to meet the needs artidulated
= R .
by society. It should be stressed that these goals, while berhapg

not alﬁays fully understood, have never been seriously challenged -

either by the public or by the government. /.

-

'

'The Government's Message

~

.
¢

The ‘question has’been raised, "What does the government\want?"

\
~

The clearest formal statement of'fuﬁding,objectives was. that made
- - * ’ .

by the Minister of Colleges and Universities in a statement to the

legislatuf®e on November 18, 1974, concern®ng grants for 1975-76.

. -~

\

1 The recent announcement of a 14%.4% increase in total grants to
universities for 1976-77 signals a recognition by government t
the constraints of the past four years have been severe. T ugh
the relief is welcome, ;the basic situation (i.e., BIU increases
significantly less than inflatior) remains unchanged and univer-...
sities continue to. face'a financial future Wthh cannot be recon-
ciled with existing goals«"

-

1 N '




o . . .
The operating s@pport' to universities was said to be "sufficient
_;)to offset inflationary trends, to maintaiq and improve existing

v -

s Do . .
levels of service, and to adcommodate predicted.enrolment increases". _ __

This straightforward statement has been chéllenged by both “the

Ontario Council on University Affairs and the’ Council of Ontario

_Universities, both of which have stated firmly that the funds pro-

vided for 1975-76 are insufficient to meet the objectives.

.’

' -

Tiis dispute over the adequacy of funding to meet the government's
C 3 : .

\

stated objectivés should be Viewed against the background.of various

~

government actions and §tatements over the past several yéars. The

debate was joined-fofcefully by a previous Minister.of‘Colleges

»

and Universities who gave curréncy .to the phrase "more scholar for

the’dollar". The Prenmier, previous Ministers, and Mimistry offigials

have made a number of statements whiaQ coyld be Qgg?arized as
- .

LY

follows:

1) The govermment cannot afford to support the current large

'\ 3 - 3 - . /‘ . .
university system at a level which'will permit uniyersities
L4 4 B

to continue their traditional practices in the same way they
P :

did in the past. - et

The government is seeking improvements in Uﬁ;;ductivity",‘

and its index of productivity is the student/faculty ratio. *
3) The government will maintain a policy of accessibility for -

. qualifieéd students but wishes to see a more rigdrous inter-




pretation of "qualified". . . Lo . : e
. 4) The government is unwilling to,expend those universities which .~

”55§e‘Feaéhe&'65padity where there is still pressure for growth, .

e

I o

- e o o s e e e s e o = o

C e e e e ae e

andnwould welcome a cessation of growth in these un1vers1t1es -

kd ——— - - xy e —_-
- . ¢

. in order to steer students to institufioﬁs with unused physical
- ’ - : s ‘

- , - -capacity. ~ o~ - .
v ) - . . . 0 ’ -, , ",';“Q:
© 5) The government believes that there'iS an undesirable’levél of |

»

. - duplication of programmes among the universities. s : !

.
.

- " 6) The government is expecting a greater level of syst f-wide o

. . planning and cpordinétioh. ' ‘ , s oo ' -
S \r , : . . .’ —~

.
- N .0

R -~ - \ R - »
> >~ . A - - ’ -
In summarizing the government's‘:objectives, we recégnize that the
E A} 4 * A
. government must determine the level of support which it is prepated
’ M ke . ~ ’ > -

’ . e IR . . \ . . ’
. v to provide. This amount however has not been.and is not sufficient - -

. to meet the unlv tles'“legltlmate needs, glven the policies-of
- the last twenty years and the continuing commitment to acce Abiiigyﬂ .
_ : e . ~
and quallty A recdnciliation'of the government's objectives and :
' its ability to support unlver31taes is needed. This report seeks ‘, -
T T -
) to address’ the problems from the ‘universities' poigt,of’§1ew in an
effort to be “constructive. ] T ', . C v g
/ -
‘ y s R b} %
- - _ ‘ ’ / ¢ / ;
~ The Goals of the Univepsiffes7‘ - e - ,
C v / M-
' The d ate centres*around "producrlvi%y" a term often used in " . -
o, o v & . [ . b
ELI

its most superficial sense.
) : o

! / * ’ 4

ERIC - L L -

.
rorecrosieio enc) o . - “ . P




X4

hed -

ERIC. -

5

" public ‘ed‘fati%?

-"in the context of the continuing process of learning wh'

~

S o UanePolty education caggor be considered juot another layer of

"mitting }quwed knowl.edge and skills. .'It is a, joint pur

knowledg

‘ ' ‘ 4 . - - :
be meaningful unless ghere is a full understanding of the’

products aré/;;;/of what process is necegsary to crleate the proJ//ts

"
ﬁ—gjyéi::;&pgu ments based echus1ve1y on such garlables as '"class size" or

I b R A T —

‘"contact hours" or' even the "faculxy/student ratio” narrow the focus
~ N * ‘v

PR
’

/ .
so much that only one part of ;ﬁé whole is seen.

T,

4

/ - S . .I
,' - - // . . .. . - y . ’ .~
The overs&ding goal of the university as stitution and of all

» /
its ipdividuml members is scholarship’~- that- is, the joint product

- . -

of teaching, learning and researsh, which is greater than the sum

of the parts.

L . /

- ~

.
.
.
.
/ <

Teaching at the unlver 1ty levei is not 7nly a procesi of %

v i “

Y

;-
in which ‘the teacher and the student are equally erigaged.

Textbgoks where they ex1st are sub]ect to érﬁrlc eyaluatlon )

~

. .- . €

in academe throughout the zorld This require at the -teacher

& 4../ 7
be glven sufficient time to continue to,be personally-engaged in

- .

this.higber‘learning'process, without which his teaching would

» '™
’

not be maintained at the university level and without which he o

would no longer. be a:ééhélar. . .
L e

7%
¢ > s . . . . e
[ : . L
° .
- 4 s A

- -

nor wor3e; it is-differ-
: ) S

.
-
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* ent. It presupposes public education and builds on it. The ° S

. sl - _ - .. R
universities seek to create ‘for society a group of broadly ... .- . \
- B . ) ’ ’ ) /l.

educated, questioning, crieative citizens and profedsionals; e

. ~ - » . 3 ' . . . » *
to raise the level of criticdl fumctioning im séciety by develop- -
d . : : 7S
ing. powers of judgmeﬁ%{' and to_serve as a humanizing and civil-
. ‘ ’

“izing force by fostering the aesthetic-.and moral, as well as the - :...-

‘ /(,. e e

. e > Y
“ . . - - . ’ - .
* .intellectual faculiies. Tt is in this wide }anse that university ., | -~
R » © ‘
teaching must be’uﬂaerstood.- If student throughput at the expense ) g
. -“ : L - , . .
of sgholarship is forced upon the.system, society will be the g
1 t S ‘ - . .
oser. . R ’ ! :
N | S . A ‘
» ' . ] l

. . . . .

What makes masg higher eduéation,with broad acceséibility such a

. siénifigant step forward is .precisely that the’qualitiégfof educa-

-—
)

tion deriving from scholarship can be made available much more

“ L9 - -
widely than/eéer before.

enormdus galn w1ll/b////

’

< ~

:‘ The Xransmission of Khewledge through teaching is only one aspect’

/ »

///7// of scholarship. Reséarch and the transmission of its Z}ndings is

/ .
another. Research infopms/teéching and it is the appl4{cation of

the results of réseaﬁch, conduéted persofially or reported bx/déher
scholars, which transforms university tteaching into ical

proceuo The en® product for tHe student is ,a different, more

-

valuable way ‘of looking at issues. P%?{}cipation in the natjonal - A
" - ‘ T

M - . -

.




Y and ;pte;;;tiona{ academy of scholars is ope of t

.

best criteria ‘
1

£ T tpfgiﬁge;gﬁe“aeg§ee of maturity of our Ontario

cholars. *

e —— e e e e e L

. Thére is virtually no aspect of a comple

‘ /" * . “ a - -
_ not depended Heavily‘on the findings research done in the
. - R , .
I3 . Al “ * N
universities or by university-trained people. ThlS is true in
‘ ! > ,

>‘~.'

,,g.‘

“‘§uch diverse fields.as env1ronmental problems, transportatlon

urban plannlng, health care, co%munlcatlon systems, agricul?ure,

- -

legal systems and justice. This fact needs—t6 be iIIﬁé%?ﬁie

e . *

understands the university.enterp#ise,,L» L
, .

0 conventlona w1sdom.

X~,, - Apart from g?ffféiang/knowledge whick can be appl1e to the//////

,soluxioh of f/haﬁ=problems, th Universities play ‘a cel fral role

- . in deepenlng the unferstan 1ng of ‘a SO y about itsell apd th
N ‘ B A g

world.

. Likewise, the ngmitment of uniyersitieé to external servige to
Ve
tHe ¢ommunity is a major call on the resources,. of the 1nst1tutlogsL
v -
The service whlch is prov1§§g,to»gozegpments at all levels, to

-~

‘bﬁéiness and 1ndustry, to commerce and finghce, and to the arts

. ' .

B

z . .
s . . .
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.
. .
.
» .

is very 1 gei Most sophisticated tasks facing society need the

i %" ¥ gkiTYS and knowledge of highl qualified'speciélists whose home

b . > Yy .

g AR oo . . . -~ — N
*{& it . \ g .

is in the universities. All of these activities represent "products"

of the universigy enterprise. Any discussion of prodéctivity must
L4 ) -
" place ‘a realistic value on these ?p;’oducts", only a small’ portion

of which are accompanied by supplementary financia
A ’Q © ) ..
. .

¢

v

.
.

¥Much has been written about "future shock'" and the post-industrial

< -

\ revolution. The universities, i%one $#the paradoxes of the seventies, )

N
AN -

R
have become v1ct1ms of "futureiapoch\ Too much was expected of

L IEN . s

them in the fifties and sixties and teo little is expected now.

L)

. It is assqméd by some that all would be well if the universities

™~ would simbly provide more plades at lowepr cost to broaden accessi-

blllty and enhance coc1al mobll{ty *In fact, if the universities
~ .

on31b111t1es, acce331b111ty as’a social goal

are .to meet thel

albeit an important one.

must be one part of their ag

international relations and many Qthers.

' b - . .

world problems and problems for Canada and Ontario. All of them

-~ R @ . . .

« are characterized by a new order of complexity and interrelatedness
. = B

They are multidisciplinary on a grand scale. How is sgd§e$; to @




- . .
- . ~
.. - - .
1 N .

deal with them? Where are the new specialized skills, the new

. 4 \

generalist capabilities, the new organizational mggel§ that must, * .

q

be brouéht into being if they are to be dealt with successfully?
Whene is the sensé of, urgency in appveciatioﬂ of the shortness of

the lead time on many of .the critical issues?. None of these

rproblems can-be addr%§sed successfully without the help oé the
universities, and the universities are unlikely to rise to the

£y
Sccasion if they are themselves spending too much of their precious

.

time and energies preoccupied with financial survival.
* . -

The energies of the universitied for' the next twenty years need
] LT .-

- .

/%o be transformed from a concern for growth in coping with numbers

N . .
to one of innovation in response to the new dilemmas of society.
- . " ’ ’ '

The missions of the univeréigy ;re unchanged: to teach, to‘learn,

-

to serve] but the successful accomplishment of the missions

'will wequire enormous energies, flexibility and creativity in )

the coming yea%s: How shall students.be taught? What shall they

be taught? How can specialists\work more efféctively on trans-

disciplinary problgmé§h:§ew=can~iﬂd'

. responéibility be mutually served? How can research be o

- ’

idual freedoim and collective

to address the larger issues? How can the universities work more

closely with-goverpments, with the professions and with business

~

—

.. and industry, and at the same time maintaimenough of an arm's-

-

length relatioqship that they do not lose their independence of

A
\




v

2

-

they

‘find themselves in the situation of Alice in Through the Looking. - .

- 11 -

PR

tpought and action? All of these are queétions with vast conse-
. LTI ' . . Y

quences for -society. They are the real priorities of today for T

tomorrow, and\;t,wlll be a tragedy if they are 1gnored and the .

. /
opportunities are lqit though unwillingness to meet thel;/)LStS, | 3

r - i S —

‘because of a narrow view of un1vers1t1es whlch\eees only student/

&

-
staff ratios as the measu® of productivity.
) .A ~ ..
N i L

AN ' .
These\ are long-run concerns which can all too easily be lost,
N _ , o ‘
sighthof ‘in diffig¢ult financial times. Both the universities and ¢ e

- ~.

government™Qeed to recognize this. At preﬁgnt, the universities L
- t -

P

ai

Glags, having to run ever faster in.an attempt just to etay~where
are. As in other areas of society, there has’been increasing

. 'k \g R
RS )
in the universities of the “steady state“.

talk This is"ap unfortunate

whlch connotGSfﬁreservatlon of the status quo.

term Major redirect-"

ions of efforts w1ll be needed to cope with issues such as enumer- ‘-

To take: another example, concerns about acce331b111ty

R Y - &

been redirected from the massive growth in ﬁumbers\ﬁhich

ated above.

ha?e
characterized the siétieé to the pfovisioh of new opportunities °
for various grou?s within society which have/pe%/genefited- ' _" ¥
proportionately from the enormous incredse in ooiversity accées—.- B '

mﬁ///j/iatlve peoples, the elderly, ' ;

1b111ty women (in some pro//a

and the histgrs The

' nlveo-ltles .are conscious of these“needs, and“have done myth to . -

} ~ e

cally dlsadvantqged soc1o-economic groups.

? - \ 4




. . .
P meet them, but if mere curvival becomes of necessity the over-
. . G

- . .

riding co'ncer'p, the mdny varied and changing peeds of society .

. . . b ’ s - . .
. - LR L]
'\} : cannot be met. - " .M
. * . N T i ~ ° ‘- . -
’ N '/ . N - ' ) *

e - . -

’ 3 ‘e - - - -
*.The financial sjituation facing the qhiver*31f1e~s s not one which

~

:‘;\‘_\\ . is likely to encourage imaginative new developments to meet chang-
AP .. e o . ) N -

o, . ing needs. .Innoyations generally require new funding and would v

Y - - - v .

™~ : ‘s . . :
‘. find themselves in competition with _urgent on-going. commitments. - .

-

- Yet i; is impor nt that the’ uniwersities not lie fallj)w dur*mg
’ N

¢ difficult flscal times ) e able to respond to 1mporta_r1t

4 e

need to be exaphined by/OCEA. In an case it is.very important
- ‘e /' ,
o, (that. some substant}afl/re‘co

5

ition df the need for mnova’cxonb)

-]

The Special Committee Wishes to mdke a numbep of proposals to
] v ‘ ~

cope with the new.énvironment. In making these proposals, the

. responsibﬁ'lity »f government to determine the, level of support

'

Q3

whlch it will ‘allocate to universitieg is recognized along with

‘¥
the fact \that the sum.allocated is now.very large. It is

~ T

1 v

v L7 .
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. . < 5
nec&gnized'also that‘togethef goverw;ent and the unlv;r31t\§§ have ' .
s . ~ 185 ‘
a respoanblllfy to the people of Ontario to malntaln a un%z%r ity . !
7 systeon; hlgh quality. -The opec1al Commlt{ee belleves th%{i%bis s
\'\ can be done, leEn time to d&djust, but that the accompllshﬁéé%.gf . '
) ' v M 5 e . .
. this challenge will Qemand 1nfof/;g/and reasonable Judgment%?%y !
N [ I - ° ] -
‘gqie?nment; and couragggué/g;ci§1ons by the univirsigies. lg% R . “

Al Clariflcation of goals and objectives . .
[} t

A 4
P N e
TR it

The adversgry approach to discussdons between universitiqi aq? . ;

" . : » s 2 ’

govermment which has characterized recent years can only contfibute
‘ . ~ . . :

] e N
: to obfuscation of the goals and objectives which should be shared ¢
- . . ’ .
. ¢ .
+by the universities and governments. A new order-of candour and, . ]

3 ¢ , s

realism ort all sides is required. The goals of* the uYivergities, : .

. . . ‘ .
" the. funding wbjectives of government, and the realistic expectatidns £
. s, ¥
- .. . . ! . S,
of.the‘un}\sfsity system need td be clarified and better communicated - o
- . . . ¢ s 2 . “e
%o the, public. oL 7
— . Y ' , - + -
. N . . . ~p o RJ ’ ~ s ’
: ) Coie s A o . . i NSO
The statement of .the Mlnlster on funding objéctlves for 975-76 LT
P > . !

(to~off§et inflationary’ trends, to maintain +and improve existlng
- . . 3

levels - of service, and to accommodate predic%;d.ennolment increases)

‘e
-
.

, . ] . . —_
was afhelpful*sgep in this, process. The -Committee wishes to endorse
’ ¢ . .

2
-

& C i , A - ’
‘these objectives, commenting that their implicationsfngsf to ‘be

. - / « -
thoroughtly explored. Also, the Committee believes that these
L3 * . . - - V » .
three' objectives need to.be conjoined with a'foyrth,,that of .

- T




’*

T
. LY -

. ‘ L ¢ > b
' « e ,
prov1d1ng for the momertt , w1th1n ‘the kramework of thxanti—
f —— Y
- A}

/ ;nflatlorr gu,ldellnes falr' and equltable salames for unwersmy

Tee ™ “lf s

} personnelh_ If tb13~cannot be .6 eved the quélrty ‘of the univer- '

5
i . v, N ~‘=.~!.

31t1és w1ll 1nev1tably suffe ‘Ehr*ough 1nab‘1l,1ty to retam or

<L e N f . N, .’ - .
attract an a?equate caklbré;i7 staff 1n.requ1red humbers. -
¥

i s B . . [ . ~y

.

‘b

_t ,A\ N ) ii l.kv—,i.; *
"We return to eanh of theSe four ob]ectlves below,

. .
* A . ’ .

B - . » . ok l’
..

s
"

. To give efféct to -the ‘clarification of .goaks and objectives, the

. B - ‘ -
) .o . ? o
D

Committee recoﬁmebds that: A

-a . N - .

1.(a) The goverm?]‘t "0CUA, and the universities comrmt

themselves to q realzstw and frank dialogue‘on ,
. ‘universi-ty gans and obgeatzves. . - .
¢ . . B
'I‘he Cqmmltr\e furthei* sdggests a proce332 for- thlS dlélqgue by
. rekommendlng that ‘;: ' L/ e ¥ : e

.
- 4
. . . ‘ - -

( b): E‘ach unwez’szty, where it has not already done so,

of- the seventzes, o ‘(

L '.‘ . . N
. *(e) OCUYA, with the assistance of COU revies these - :
statements f‘rom the point of view of the overall ]
provision of unwez'g'zf resources in fhe provinge
of Ontamo. and advise:the goverment thereon,
- 'Li\
(d) . the, govezﬂment publwly react to the report from .
pCUA L. o
' ) . . A ' * K ) ;/ :

In m@king theée_recommendations on prdcéss, the Committee believes

oy ’ .

e o : . o

prepare a.statement of objectives for the remgznder N

»

-3

"% ’ e “m»
£

report, Plamning for Planning.

N,

2+ The process envisiohed here is as desfcrébed in the recent AUCC




{ ) ‘
‘ . i . . , * ‘ ’
.- that the initiative should rest in ‘the first instance with the )

individuélfu?iversity. The universisies ghare genergi goals:

;;t each has ﬂistoricaliy developéd its ownlunique role and set
of'emﬁhases. ‘?hig differentiation is the strength of the Ontarid
university system; any readj;stmbnt'to changing.réali{ies,and (

' / ‘ ;nétioﬁalizatioq" qQught to heighten, not reduce, the degree of . . ‘ ‘
. oo v . .o o

- M - - - L3
R :dmverélflcatlon. .
L] .

. . MY
3 . . °
1 -
. o . . . R . -' . - 4 )
s g L] . . ) L
RO B, :Assessment of resource requirements p .
.4 . - o
S u«/ﬁﬁglgﬁec1flcatlon of funding objectives is not only usefyl in -
? D N ) . - - v
R identifying pérformance expectations. It also provides a set of ¢ "
t - - - .
- . . b - . -

»

. . L b e . o
* benchmarks against which the adequacy of funds| can be assessed. o .

»

‘ ¢ LA/ ¢ - . . " .. -
In Advisory Memorandum 742I{, OCUA provided gy analysis of this

N . _kind, qdmﬁ£kediy rudimentary. In‘so doing, OCUA drew attemntion

.

4

"

. . ) "tp the insufficiency of its information b?sé, and the lackh§ft' ‘ T~
. © " accepted meﬁhodplogies for thg;exercisé. It is not ;ﬁnprising that | :
vt . 5 s
‘the government on the one hand‘énd the universities on the other
. o- .
. disputed the reSults: Whileqéthwould be unrealistic te expect

: . that impfoveaents in @;té and“ip methods would eliminate such
' disagreeme;ts, a}l partiesiapkno&ledge the need foribette;. ' v
. apprqacheé to assessing res;;rce requirements of upiversities,
“+  and }o% measuring the .mpact of a given level of funding on

. university operations. ’ T 2

N

-
[\
\

*

. .
. - - » .
] v 3
Q RS [ , -
» . . ‘
ERIC - s . .
.
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Tﬁgrefore, the’Committee recommends that: )

. 2. The universities (individually and through COU), OCUA
and the Ministry of Colleges and Universities commit
themselves to an intensive effort to develop method-
ologies for assessing financial needs of the univer-
stties to achieve-agreed goals. .

- N -

< - * .
C. 'The first priority: to maintain and improve quality

\

For the

.

reasons outlined above in'discussibn)of'the-goals of the

universities, the Commjttee believes that the maintenance and-

-
. *

. improvement of quality must be identified as the oyerriding first

. . . -
priority for the university system in the next few years. Quality

v

is the essence of "levels of service" as identified in the govern-’

1 -
3
4 .

ment's funding objectives. T - .
' ¥ /T
. ) AN Tt
< ; ) ‘
The committee recommends t: . )
o 3. » The goverrment and the universities Jointly determine

to establish as a first-priority gogl! the maintengnce
and improvement of the quality of scholarship which has
v been attained in Onfario universities.

‘ - .
“u ' . '
dn'ﬂﬁebﬁrt of governmetit, this will require the willingness to

~updertak%Ja fair asse§Sment’of the universities' Eeeds and tg 3
make posgible the provisioﬁ of the necessary financial’suppgrt.
o ‘ P :
For the mﬁiberéf%ies' part,” they should intensify their efforts
g »
to make i.t:hown to the public and the government the requirements
PR . . . ¢
of a qual%ty university system. Ihplementation_of this recommend-"
K ’ ;\

L 7 . . s
“
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o
s
+
!

N

r
ation will also Pequire tthat the universities measure their
internal resource allocation decisions against ‘this» overriding
Prdain .
goal. Solutions will vary. Each 'university must identify and

choose the solutions: which,will serve best to deal with its -

. » -

problems while maintaining a -quality enterprise. .

~ 6
e v \

-

" .’ - 3 ‘
7 Over the past four years, the insufficiency of fgnds to meet

inflationary cost increases has meant that non-salary budget- -

items, particularly such items as library books, equipment,
< v ‘ -

and maintenance ‘have suffered most heavily. It has been _ o

suggested recently by governmeﬁt representatives gkat these

7

. " decisions represent an undue emphasis—on .protecting jobs, par- -

_—

ticularly of faculty.

-

- " - .

» 12

" Ry -~
*

» - . ~ 3 .

b
' )
The teaching-and support staffs represent the very essence of

_ the univérsity. "If-funds aré insufficient, s%aff numbers{ in

_relation to the job to be done will inévitably ha Be reduced."

To an extent this is already otcurring, through the use of attrition
& §

! >
~, and careful policjies limitfﬁg'replacqc%nts. More drastic moves
. F O -
would be Severely damaging, and the implications to morale and
. * ° A . : e
inevitably to guality should be weighed with the utmost care. .

P ¥

1
5

Any substantial reduction in the total establishment of staff in_

-

the universities of the province wou%d, in the considered view of

’ v O
. +
]

-




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the Committee, compromise the character of our universitjes. We
believe firmly that it would be very unwise gévernmént policy to:
. . k)

limit funds to the point where dismisséis of faculty and staff

‘ s . o e o
must' be undertaken for financial reasons. Consider the'.Jmplica-

A Al

tions of increasing the overall student/staff ratio by- one student

through feducing the number of faculty. The numnber of fbculty?

involved would be about 900 and the savinés about $20 million,

\ < N

S unproductlve!huldemorallzlng actlvlty Who shall be selectea°

T%e;most junior or those closest to retirement? If senlorlty is

-

. the: basis of sécurity, what, is the future of di_sciplin'és:rwhere~
- ’ . ‘. o
- able young persons are dismissed simply -hecause. they are junior? -
" , el . _

n w%at‘w6§id be tke policy if the junion’faculty are in fields -
. N . ~

.

_aLreadf\overcrowded?< If those closest to retirement are to be.

. ., oo a -‘“ v Lt .
retired ejrly, ghat would:be.the costs'in ensuring adequate
A F - B
. ‘o, 4 . . - -
pension bengfits at’ pre-retirement age? Should faculty be

.
Dl =

and ensur}ng due process would preoccupy the university with an

‘but at-what-cost?y The formidable task of choosing who is to gb s

‘“a




“9

in time and effort necessary to ensuré fairnegs, humanity and A
A3 . -

)

'péﬁhaps

. * -equity? What would be the .costs in lowered morale and,

.

most of all, what woyld be the costs in lost opportunity, failure

to innpvaté and lack of responsiveness to changing needs?

.
e

-

4
D. Financial requirements to meet inflation and salary costs

-
¢

“The government of Onggrio has announced, that' the ‘total funds

available for university grants'in 1976-77 will be $651 million,

a 14.4% increasg over the current year.

Al 4

- ’ . .
The universitIFs are gratified to learn that their needs, to
[} N .

.maihtagn quality,-offset inflationary costs and to accommodate———

i
3

enrolment increasegjhave_this‘year‘obtained significant,9qkngws~-——'——‘1};_7"'*_

. « & .
ledgement by government. Sincé it is the stated intention’of

Y

the Provincial Treasurer to limit.the fptal growth in government

'spending to ld%, it is clear that the universities have béen
accorded high priority withih the allocation process. This
- - . , <

Pepresents a recognition by.government of the extent to which

-

-«

» v - L. L
university“revenues have besn severely squeezed over the pagt . ’
o . o Ty

“  several years. The purchasing value of a university dollar in ..,
- ”§‘°“ . B . ¢ i
- 1971-72 had decreased by 1975-76 to about 83¢. Some measure of ) 4.

~

N rélief in this trend is deeply appreciated by the uniyersiti®e. .

& . + ’

“ co. '

7
v
. S ‘ + >~

Siﬁce-governﬁént has stated that student fegé will net increase

-
»

.




3

-

universities must accommodate enrolment increases, presently

» estimated at 5.4% in the, current year. The increase in per -
. ;

. 4 '
N

student revenue of the universities therefore will be only in the

order of 7%.. The cost/revenue squeeze on the universities will.

v
[ . !

continue to be marked, sihce inflation is still running well

~

.
(]

over the 8% guidgline'target. The pattern of budget constraint

which has affectéd‘all aspects of university operations in recént
R . . )

years will thus have to be continued. . T

-

l\' + ~ : ' - H
The difficulties in this regard which the universities are facivig
|3 . <
are. highlighted by a recent analysis of provincial goveﬂ?ment
. * ¥ “.
grants per FTE student across Canada. The analysis shows that

. yhéreas Ontario's grants fanked‘fhird—in Canada ‘in 1971-7Z and

-

. 1972-73, they had dropped to sixth place by 1373-74, By 1975-76,

. . e .
Ontario's gfants per student had fallen‘to ninth place. It

'
.

seems likely that.such startling evidence accounted,®at least in

- -part, for the relatively generous treatment of the universities
Sa R ' . .
announced for 1976~ 77 HoWever, given tﬁé general economic diffi-

-

culties being faced by the government the widely acknowledged N

¢ N

necessity for the government to constrain its total,expend%tures,
; .

and the hany‘cbmpeting priorities, it is predictable that a cost-
target gap\betwéen stated obﬁéctiveéfand available funding will
v K . -

!
< B *
.

.continue in future years. . : -

N

4 * §
Total~revenue to the i 22V Within this amount,
N R s -




S

If priority in funding is to be given to maintaining quality and
wl . ‘ [
- ~ - preventing further erosion of the resource base of the universities,

¢ a . .

,.,/'vf;:”fi>‘and‘if both base and growth™e be funded adequately, then a _

“fundamentar\feanustment fn the funding of grow necessary.
R 5

The essential principle of this readjustment should be that gré

is de-emphasized as a source of revenue to balance the beoks.

. . . . ‘ ! . ' 0
4 ~ -~
\ e
- #

- The Committee .therefore recommends that::

1 . L / !
/;////ﬂ/+,,,s4fr————f%e universities through COU endorse a,recommendation
" to 0CUA and the government that, a marginal value of

the BIU be establisheg for: growth, - in 1976-77 dand t

4

’ ~ The Committee has spent a great. deal of time in examining the -
. P
way in which %Such a system might work, &nd recognizes that there

S

* are many complexities. The Committee wishes to draw attention to

v < . /_‘___,_,_.—/

a number of features which must be .examined.

SRDURIPEE

1) There should be provisidn for,an exception to the margi
value in those cases—where professional prbgrammes are g owing
v T e 4
- as a matter of deliberate government policy.,.
. . .’S‘F* .,

The gaiculation of BIU entitlement in relation to enrolment

N N . , . « . & . . -~ N

- (currently slip year) may require. adjustment.
> -~ . ! .

.
P
s

- » P

.
3
*
’ . o,
' »

3 This recommendation was written prior to the OCUA decision not
to imtroduce a marginal value for 1976-77, but rather to fund

" “on the basis of an average enrolment count over more than one
year. The Committee nonetheless maintains' its recommendation,

. with respect to_future policy.
- N . “

. ~ -

;////////;//;////“ two succeeding years. .
. . <’ .




45- The division of~totél available f

Al -~

! growth costs is critical. Twd alternatives were considered .
: .
by the Committee.' In the first approach, the division between

base and gfowth costs would be fixed, and the marginal BIU

IS

value would be determined (not to exceed 50%), by dividing

.actual enrolment increases into the growth funds. The other . N |
)‘ ’ - ’ . ~
‘ approach woull be to fix the marginal value and them establish , o
. v ‘ ) !
the division in view

.

! oo
actual -enrolment. Combinations of
these  two apppd‘ches-gre also possibley R .. ' //44//

1 » . . - 1 g
* - -

T

The Committe

. underused capac1ty (phy31cat;fE;94pces Qr’staff).

- .
. ﬁh“ is not.sure how effectively 4 redistribution would be obtained,

’ oy . - .. - LI "' .
. . . , . . ‘/1 -
L - but believes that this would be _a step in e right . direction, : “

, e
Vs . LR R

1‘ viable at least in the short term. Substantial shifts. in fegional
Kl
or programme demand would create pressures ovepr the longer/run - ////J:«;”’//
- - . “ !
for\ the government to pPOVlde addltlonai/, sources fop growth —

¢ whichéfould not be accommodated at)mérginal values.

v .
. . 7
.« - ﬁ ' '
. -
. . .

& ’ 0 : o
= E. Sibility projected enrolment increases: .undergraduate
~\programmes’ . i 7
'“Z:”“—_‘ : . S . ;s
o« . - e - .
Government statemepts of bjectlﬁes on admission of students have
/ ) , p PR i . Y / »




} = . , . _ '
L . . . © b
A3 A v .
R L) . .. LS .
- ' .
R ) e - - 23 - ]
-\ ) < » / - *
«. - R N ' N ) . * . e \
L \ referred to "accommoddting projected enrolment increases" and&\

R - -

‘. ? ’ - -

."maintaining acce?i/b'ﬂity for all qualified applicants") There
' » L ‘

to be re-examined. Thé& universities have éxpressed conc

' S o - ! )
the’ varfablé'*pre}%aredngﬁqf hlgf},schoplﬁtudents for uni er*srcyc

L a * ' ¥
s‘cudles, and the increasing dlfflcultles of assessing quallflcatlons

. commen\ted that "current, admlsslonq{fds\(ma& be) less strlngent‘
N \'than in the past". . ) . T

N . . . R .
~ N N ’ ' . ' ot ) C
L T The M;Lnls‘trle Colleges and Unlversn.tles “ahd ‘Educa‘clon are

a \g\ln‘cly under'\k:mg a thoro

-

‘.

review of preparedness c& stﬁden_t_s
. ~ \
for unlversrcy studies and unlversrcy admlssmns ‘policies a}\

;es-ﬂave called f6r~
W R

study of student preparedness and university admission

polwtes beingwundertaken by the Ministries of Colleges

and Universities and Education, with "the assistance of
te OCUA. As part of this. caoperation, the universities

: individuglly afid collegtively should review admissions

pontes and practtces to ensurt that they.are serving

the best interests of the students. '

. < s )
\

There is also a need for a system overview of the opportunities

ERIC - = o E

.
N N ~




for students., Increasingly up#¥ersities are placing ceilings

on programmge enrolment :jyi liniifata}ons of capacity., and
. o
for other reasons of sound-Gniversity planping. The sum of

e L ~ >
university enrolment projections for 1975-76 was substantially

-

below the demand for places. This may be simply becaée‘ of the ~°
“distinction befeen e’kpectatims_angypossible \c_:apak:itys; this -

k e . . RS SO A e
requires study. Upper-limit capacity figures, ywar by year, are

+
»

needed as well as pyojections of likely intake. Any effort to
i - R - = 3 : ) ‘t .
redirett students within the system increases the importance of .

’ R . IR L
monitoring c\’eveléipments to ensure that oppbr*tu‘ni*‘ties for -students

are not being restricted in@d,ver'ten_tly- arnd unduly.

.
R

The Committee therei‘r’*e recommends, fthat:

6. The OCUA give high fpijimo a diatoy ith the

" universities on their enrolment e:r:pectaﬁ;];;,\wmding
a review of limits on cdpacity, in order to generate )
a system-cverview of opportungties for students, for e
the advice of the-universities and govermment. The

. assistance of CO td be offered for the aggregation
and analysis of figures. provided by the universities.

k]

" F. ' Accessibility and p‘r'ojected enrolment increases: graduate o

programmes . R v

OCUA has made it cleap in two recent memoranda on graduate studies

~—

(75—IV and 75-V) that in the Council's view the ACAP assessments

s

have not taken into consideration sufficiently € financial




, - 25 - .
N
N neceWndum, OCUA recommended ""cha‘c"jche presént formula B
. h - N 3 - .
. \b'e suspended with respect to the fupding of graduate work in

advice, OCUA said:

. - . T R
o : ' < - The Counui’o‘f Ontario Uniwversities' .processes of\ap;s;'{t'sa"_
) ment, appralsal and three-year institutional plans -
A remain in place, and Council. Wwill be prepared to assist in
- the enforcement of these processés by rgcommending appro- )
- priate penalties in the doubtless unlikely ‘event that the T
need shouJ_d arise.” For the rest,. Council's request in . ‘
Advisory Memorandum 75-IV that COU, submit expanded mom.tor'mg '
. reports and new programme proposals.in an annual package
‘ .- acquires redoubled significance. 1In.a setting where gradu— .
/ ) ate funding is divorced from enrolment levels for a minimum ' )
peridd of two years, Council's interest not only in new . - -
. programme development, but in the possible reduction’of =
. . " . -established progr-ammes that can be considered without :mee'Hl-
: _ate revenue loss, will be absglute.

[ . .
The Committee acce‘pts//tﬁe r*e'cdmtnenéation and the implications of

the OCUA comments:. concerning the meed for continued planning and
LY ' ""//”‘ '

: . e
Ny “ review in tl&a context of.financial-constraint.
\\ ~ : /’ ..
- . . . - ) -

w . e

. R P v
the principles which should govern accessibility to graduate ‘ -, F
' -pro'grammes. Much n{ ‘che base for such a rev1ew has- already E?F
‘ : &b "
been ,lald in the cqurs& £ fhe ACAP assessmew}l now haVe — T .

d1301p11nes. The proposal

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



not contemplate tilling ‘the same ground again. Plans and

recommendations which have had extensive review are in existence
¢ = e s ’ ~ .

for these twenty disciplines and should be the basig of action.

| ('- . e

What is reqlired is a' careful review of the overall si%e of the

: .. N - 3 - : N '
\_\\\\ﬁ- graduate enterprise. In this process it will be necessary to

R Y 1 . ﬂ;k N

,
programmes, the high cdst of graduate educatlon andi%ngneeﬁs of .

- -

soc1ety Currently, graduate aamlsslons are geared to aeccept

fhe ant1c1pated demand from quallfled students. Thlg\pollcy is
e -

\cen51stent with the statements by government about accesslblllty
LT

but it begs tEe\questlon of the appr0pr1ate overall dimension:

_

. ; of the graduate enterprlse f\\ﬁntarlo. Is the current enrolment
» of. 18,000 E_M,%pgzoprsate, g;ven the high cost, and given the

.

-..¢haracter and state of demelopment of Ontario society? How does

. ” 3 . i
~ 2 - .
—

.it comparé with the sjize of'thé‘graduate enterprise in other

Canadian students (c;tizensnand>landed immigrants) and students

\ ¢ - \ . )
on VlSaF from other countrles? Questions of this.kind are very
l. :‘ : = .

dlfferent.from ‘the more detalled and;gene

.« h ‘

f;“_' approach to hlgh -level- manpower whlcﬁ'attempts to rélate output

...-~“‘ ' L

of doctorates 1n, say, chemlstry or econemics, ¢o specialized job

. opportu ties. -

"k

..

N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. advanced, and weaitﬁ?\iurisdictions? ~Is ‘there a proper balance of

N t ¢ Y-

The latter approach has been unsuccessful wherever

) balance carefully Ehe asplratlons of students, the- capacity of the

\‘:

e

N

-/
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LRIS

-t mattef's of public policy which hayve not ;é‘c been. addréssed to

S . '

el g, « - Al . . v ro: ’ ) ‘ ’ .
I Graduate studies is one apea which receives a gréat deal of atten-
o “ » .. .. . . 4

Entry to the' job market occurs ‘some four to six yeawrs after ‘ K

- -~ . -~ . .

« . -,

v

admission o graduate school. The former questions about the » .,

¢ - - R .. . »
proper size of the overall graduate .entér*ppiSe are important ' >

any significant extent.” . - T R T ;
) ’ . - Y A ) . . . .
“ h i 5 . e
X . 1 o, L .
Therefor% the Committee recommends that -, ’ o R S
-~ ‘9\\__ . . N . cad
707y The umversities wdwwi’ually and tﬁ?éztgh tkeaﬂntar:zia . &

C’ounml on Graduate Studies should review admissions . v
pelicy and practices for -entry into graduate programmes
to ensurg that they are semnng prmmly the needs of .

-

. Ontarw and Canada. . ' - i .-
- , . R .. . . . . ’ ‘: S .- AR
o R I . !
- ‘ . . - . M -]
G. Kooperation in-the elimination of unnetessary, costly duplication

. e R : . .
‘ - - ' . P “
~~ Statements from government repregentatives reveal the viéw that. . .
- . ’ . . - - - : v Lo * T~ ‘

Jthere is;-/s,tili’ much to bg doné” in.system-wide planning j?\md coordin~® < 3

“ation to éliminatelcostly unnecessary duplication and effort. :

1

. tion. In order  to r*es‘pond’to these éénderns, the.Committee believes . A

<

that t‘ﬁe universities sho;g.d bulld upon the WOrk to date in assess—
X gt N ., "'f"w‘ R 4

ment of graduate programmes. The assessments of *gr'a‘dtiate programmes

have 1dent1f1ed the progpammes of good q_uallty Ln each discipline '

»

" but it coudd be that in some cases the ‘nuiber GF suchfprogr'armnes T

: : Ay to- -

4 Historical and comparatlve statlstlcs presented in the Report
from the Spec:.al Committee ‘on the, I-"manc:.al Implications of
Graduate Planning, approved by, the Council on Apml 2, 1976,
suggest that the. pr'esent scale of gradu e work in Ontario is
by no means excessive.

N




supported By “COU recomméndations is 1arger than necessarz\to :

. A ;

meet the demand. In each d1sc1p11ne the questlon turns on the

t

unused capac1ty in the systém in terms of both hqman and phys1cal .
* ¥ -
““TesSources. It ma§ be that some ecohomies can be achieved by

adiscontinuinglcertain,programmes, even though their quality.is
: : e B . :
. good, simply because of redundancy of opportunity. Where such °

'potential ecanomies exist, their.oeneﬁit must be weighed against
: . - N K .
the consequences.of'closing programmes;of good qualityt Any
signifieant economles for the 1nd1v1dual unl;er31 ‘ iscontinu-
. ing a progr;mme would depend on a further step, that of.elim

? <. . o

o+ > b

redundant resounces. In practlce this would 1nvolve the redeploy—

k ment or dlsmlssal of faculty. Since the faculty involved will

4

have, been identifed by external consultants as heing of high
. - SN ,

4

. - . - . . v * . >
” quality, theroute of dismissal would be unlikely to make sense;
. such, persens are likely to be among the university's outstanding

academics. ‘Therefore redeployment is probabi;at;eiaﬁnr1&Emonable

optlon,)and thls may not.be feaslble in many cases. It WOuld be
. om

g essentlal ‘that’ .any ‘such declslons.recognlze.the necessity of .ear-
- »

marked fundlng to support research in departmfnts and for professors

. WhOSﬁ quallflcatlons have been recognized but»where graduate

- /.

programmes are not to be supported, In’ additlon,%arrangements

Qouldkbe required to enspre that such professors have the'opportune

v —

?ty to supervise the theses of graduate students registered in

other universities.~ Because of the number of considerations involved
- ‘ >

-
4




- 3 N i '/1 rd
- . » ' } o
=29 - - . .
3 .
*
. . - Y
and their bearing on the overall health of the univer31ty, N
graduate assessmentg whlle 1dent1fy1ng redundanc1es should leave &
€ . : '
to individua iversities the ultihate decisions about the future
of programmes judged Toube of good quality. . '
: ’ 4d
L
The Committee therefore recommends t ' o ,
‘ \_/. . ) ) . iy e 8 . )
© 8. CoU, with the advice of 0CGS, uld review the v

distribution of assessed graduaté~programmes with

the aim of identifying any unncessar& and costly

duplication. .  ~ Mg . ‘

N
Though we recommend a review, we suspect that any economies througu R
PO ' 0 5: e . » pe
this' route will QeAmarglnai.qg ) ) . »
) : i . -

Improved planning and coordination can be. envisioned in many other

~

areas of university activity. ‘The committee recommends that:

9. COU and the universities should commit themselves to - -
continuing and expanding their efforts in planning and )
coordination and should receive financial Support from .

goverrment to asstist these efforts .
A number of areds could benefit from greater attention. The- -

¢
2]

* following are ‘buggested possibilities: :
’ér" ‘ ¢ . * v - . ) /
< : > T
$ The Report.of the Special Committee on the Financial Implicatiop:
of Graduate Planning contains recommendatlons on the appro
which should be taken to the. 1dent1f1cat10n and elimina
unnecessary duplication.

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

> ) . 12

1) COU could explore the value of extending the services of the

Application Centne to additional pfofessional schools subject
soa L ? ’

N

to receiving start-up grants from the Minister.
. .

v
.

2) The various programmes of library coordination could be
accelerated and extended if start-up funds were prov1ded
3) The Bpaelblllty of new initiafives in respect of computﬁr
_ o @
coordinatjon should be explored. \‘f _/ . o P
¢._ 8, - . .
B) THe Programme for Instructional Development might be expanded

.

2 or modified. , . 7

5)

Planning studies, such ‘as the'curbentAstudy of architectural

educatioh, could be undertaken im other professional fields
‘ n ’ L4 \ L -'..-/.- »

-~ subject to government support.
The Council of Deans of Arts and Sciénce could be asked to
review opportunities for coordination of undergraduate pro-

t

grammes, for example, a, system of cross-credits in costly

v

fields. '

H.

4

. .

We might draw together the ‘preceding discussion by p01nt1ng ups

’ i } -
.

thefcrltlcal ch01ce whlch must be made 1f resources aVallgblé
\& ¢

fhe unlver31t1es contlnue to be constrained to ‘the exteLt:%hat

exiSting goals cannot be achieved. The universities must have

P

the necessary-funds—to—adequateiy—eiﬁset—&n£latym+—4xkprev&de

) . L B R
Thé critical choice . : , 2 e
. I

"

P

equltable salarles, and to support the human reapurce base’
¥ N

el -
- o -

“ . P
4 o >




required to provide the'quelity that the people of Ontario have !
sgxrlght to expect. If the sum of government grants and other -

: .»sources of revenue available to the unlvers;tles remains insuffici-

’ - ent to‘meet existing objectives, something will-have to give. \\7 ,
. * )
\ ’ s
& ‘-/\ -
. _ A : ‘ 3 . *
WE@t are the chdices? One p0331b111§y afggae§1ve to government bos .
’ W o 1-“61.0 \- .o “ ‘€ S * - . 4
is that the universities £ new ways of educatlng their students

¢ at lower cost.

~.

én the financial attrition of the past four years
. “ \ = .
there is little proépect of fulfilling such a hope. Universities

. ¥ - s, \
automatlca%Qy will ;}y to deV1se less costly altennatlves to. achieve ' .
.. the'ir objectlves but there is no reason to belleVe that any galns

’
-~ . ) - — R S . .

can be more than margina

The .remaining choices are to allow >
) ¥ ’ )

. . L .
jdzilxn_to~limit accessibility sto what the

province can afford. Tbe Committee has stated its belief that

given this unpalatable choice Ontario should opt for qﬁality and

.
¥

should therefore control the rate of growth in enrolment. _In the _ ' =

<
<0 . w

. . R : o
last analysis that is a decisipn which must be made by the

government. If the funds are insufficient to meet the objectlves,

. government méght dec1de neVertheless to maintain the open door

L] . —

. for qualifled gppllcants. There should be no illusions about

the consequences of such a choice. Quality will suffer. ‘ .
0 oo ~.- 4 )
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